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*Topic numbers and headings correspond to those inh¢ Opinions Index (2014 edition) at
https://www.oag.state.md.us/Opengov/Openmeeting&lBM opical_Index.pdf

June 10, 2016

Re: Maryland Statewide Independent Living Council
Katie Collins-Ihrke Complainant

Complainant Katie Collins-lhrke alleges that theriiand Statewide
Independent Living Council, a public body of whishe is a member,
violated the provision of the Open Meetings Acttttegjuires public bodies
to give “reasonable advance notice” of their memsinThe Council's
attorney responded on its behalf.

The facts are undisputed: the Council uses its ieele post its
meeting notices, and, on March 28, 2016, it usatitethod to post notice
of a special meeting on April 1, 2016. Complainasserts that four days’
notice, when given on a website, is insufficiertte TTouncil, citing opinions
in which we addressed notices given on shortercadtly other methods,
responds that it needed to call the meeting qujdkigt it posted the notice
on the day that it scheduled the meeting, andttiehotice was adequate
under the circumstances.

The Act requires public bodies to provide “reasdeahdvance
notice” of the date, time, and place of their megi § 3-302.The Act does
not specify how far in advance notice must be gieenl “reasonable[ness]”
thus depends on the circumstances. We assessrieddsoess” by “whether
a public body gives notice of a future meeting@snsas is practicable after
it has fixed the date, time, and place of the nigetis OMCB Opinions 139,
143 (2007);see also 10 OMCB Opinions 9, 10 (2016). When a public body
must meet urgently, it must not only give noticesaen as practicable, but
also use the best methods feasible under the catamres. See Open

! Statutory citations are to the General Provisiongicke of the Maryland
Annotated Code (2014, with 2015 supp.).
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Meetings Act Manual, Chapter 2 (November 2015) (swamzing our
opinions on the notice requirement)ror those meetings, we consider
whether the public body has amelioratedl#teness of the notice by making
extra efforts to inform the media anthers who follow its activitiesSee 8
OMCB Opinions 76, 80-83(explaining the Act’s timeliness requisstt); see
also, e.g., 7OMCB Opinions 237, 239 (2011) (noting that sudden schedule
changes require these of more methods than usual). Méee cautioned that
“a public body that notifies the public of requraeeting dates on a website
should not assume that people will continuousheck [it].” 7 OMCB
Opinions at 239.

Applying these principles, we have found that aljeutody did not
post notice reasonably in advance when it knew ¢toler that it would
substantially change the location of its Decembeeting, but did not post
the change on its webpage until three days in aaatfDOMCB Opinions
at 10. And, we have found that a public body ditigive reasonable advance
notice when, on a Saturday evening, it used itssitelalone to post notice
of an emergency meeting on Sunday eveninQMICB Opinions 110, 114
(2014). Given the shortness of that notice, aedikelihood that reporters
and others interested in that public body’s worken®ot checking the public
body’'s website daily and over the weekends, we dahat the public body
should have used additional methods to contaftlitavers. Id. This matter
is not as clear-cut as either of those; here, thn€il gave four days’ notice,
during the week, of a meeting that the public caitdnd by calling in. Also
distinguishable, and not useful here, are our opsiabout last-minute
notices given by other methods. Notices given welsite are not analogous
to notices given by a posting on a town bulletimdgbor in a newspaper,
where special notices may be seen by people whaoargatching for them.
Moreover, a public body that maintains a websitespnce and meets by
teleconference might not know which members of ghblic and media
follow its activities. Without a known audience target, an effective
alternate method of posting notice might not beiais.

On this close question and under these circumssanttee posting of
notice immediately and four business days in adyange find that the
Council’s notice was not so belated as to violageAct? Still, public bodies
that call special meetings on short notice showldd contact members of
the public and media who follow their activitie.a member of the public
body is concerned that a particular constituenayedia representative will

2 The complaint did not allege violations with redjéw the content of the Council’s
notices. We see, however, that the Council postsesmeetings as “Closed
Meetings.” If a meeting is subject to the Act amtl be closed under  § 3-305,
the public body must vote in public to close theetimgy and must give notice of
that open session. Suggested wording for noticesedtings that will be closed
but for the initial vote can be found in Chapte82B, of the Open Meetings Act
Manual.
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not see an online notice of a specially-called mgethe member might
identify them and suggest, to the chair or staffysvof conveying notice to
them.
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